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Implementation of 
Recommendations for  
Procurement and  
Payment Training 

I n t r o d u c t i o n  
 

In January 2011, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) issued a report entitled, “Review of 

Montgomery County Government Procurement and Payment Practices for Selected Contracts” 

(see Appendix C) to the Director, Department of General Services (DGS).  In that report, the 

OIG described its tests of the contract administration and invoice payments to a particular DGS 

Division of Facilities Management (DFM) contractor.  In light of several findings with respect to 

these payments, the OIG recommended that DGS provide training to all contract 

administrators who are responsible for reviewing and approving invoices submitted by 

contractors.1  DGS concurred with the findings and recommendations, providing a summary of 

actions planned or in effect to address the OIG recommendations, which included scheduling 

“all DFM CAs and PMs [Project Managers] to attend, or re-attend, the County’s Contract 

administrator training.” 

In the OIG’s 2014-2017 Work Plan, emphasis was placed on review of audit and investigative 

recommendations made in prior-year OIG reports.  These follow-up reviews help ensure that 

recommendations made in OIG reports have been properly addressed and that effective 

improvements have been implemented.  In this limited follow-up review, we looked at the OIG 

recommendation for contract administrator training and the existing or anticipated actions 

specified by DGS in response to the OIG recommendations. 

Our inquiry was conducted in accordance with the inspection standards contained in the 

Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation, issued by the Council of the Inspectors General 

on Integrity and Efficiency (January 2012).   

                                                                    
1  Contract administrators generally serve as a liaison between the County and the contractor, accept or reject the contractor’s performance, 

and approve or reject invoices for payment. 
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O b j e c t i v e s ,  S c o p e ,  a n d  M e t h o d o l o g y  
 

The objectives of our limited review were to: 

 Review DGS training policies and procedures for contract administrators; 

 Determine whether the DFM contract administrators as of January 2011 attended 

the contract administrator training as the DGS said they would; and 

 Identify the method(s) used to monitor their training. 

We documented and reviewed the County and DGS policies for training contract 

administrators.  We interviewed DGS and Office of Human Resources staff and reviewed 

training completion documents for DGS contract administrators from calendar year (CY) 2009 

to May 2014.  
 

B a c k g r o u n d  
 

A complaint received in 2009 drew the Office of the Inspector General’s (OIG) attention to 

allegations of questioned payments to a Contractor by the Department of General Services 

(DGS).  These payments spanned 18 time and materials contracts from FYs 2005 to 2009.  As a 

result of the complaint, the OIG issued a report entitled Review of Montgomery County 

Government Procurement and Payment Practices for Selected Contracts dated January 7, 2011. 

The 2011 report referred to tests of 8 of the Contractor’s contracts and 172 paid invoices.  Of 

those 172 invoices, 166 did not have any supporting documentation for material costs totaling 

$232,932 and 104 had no supporting documentation for labor costs totaling $533,477.  Finally, 

six invoices did not have any supporting documentation at all and totaled $685,529. 

In each of the eight contracts, the Contractor was to submit records of time (labor) with its 

invoices to the contract administrator for review and approval prior to payment.  The contracts 

also stated that material costs are subject to verification only when the material purchased is 

of a “major cost” and when the receipts are requested by the Director of DGS.  The contract 

administrators advised the OIG that it was not a standard practice to request receipts for 

material costs from the contractor.  
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The OIG recommended that the Director of DGS provide training to all DGS contract 

administrators responsible for monitoring the Contractor and other contractors who provide 

similar services, with an emphasis on the receipt and review of critical supporting 

documentation for invoices.  The Director of DGS concurred with this recommendation, saying 

that DGS would require “all DFM contract administrators and PMs [Project Managers] to 

attend, or re-attend, the County’s Contract administrator training.”   

The OIG also recommended that DGS determine if the 110 questionable payments (104 for 

labor and 6 for undetermined costs) were valid, and that further testing of the Contractor’s and 

other contractor’s invoices paid in FY 2009 to FY 2011 be undertaken to determine if those 

payments were legitimate.  The Director of DGS addressed these recommendations in his 

response to the 2011 OIG report. 
 

F a c t s  
 

Following issuance of the OIG Report, over an 18 month period the Office of Human Resources 

(HR) partnered with the County Attorney’s Office, the Office of Procurement, the Department 

of Finance, the Office of Management and Budget, and DGS to update and revise the County’s 

previous Contract Administration curriculum for contract administrators and Management 

Leadership Service.  The first of these new courses, as part of a “learning path”, was offered in 

October 2013. 

The previous training was a 5-day course, but there were frequent absences among those 

scheduled to attend.  In between the last 5-day training offered in December 2010 and the new 

learning path, HR suspended Contract Administration training.  This was during a time when 

the County reduced certain spending as a result of the recession.  In an effort to partially 

compensate for the suspension of training, the Office of Procurement sponsored six Contract 

Forums for “spot training” during this period.   

The new learning path is 6 separate courses that can take anywhere from 2 to 6 hours each.  

This learning path of 6 courses must be completed in 5 years by contract administrators who 

have not previously completed the 5-day training.  This requirement was issued by the Director 

of HR and applies to all Executive branch agencies.2 In this report, we did not consider any 

agency other than DGS.  The courses are now all taught by Montgomery County government 

internal subject matter experts.    

                                                                    
2  Adler, Joseph. Memorandum: Revised Contract administrator Program and Learning Path for MLS and Contract administrators.  October 14, 

2013. 
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The courses covered in the learning path are as follows: 

1. Overview of Contract Administration 

2. Contract Drafting 

3. Contract Negotiation 

4. How to Contract with Grant Funding 

5. Contracts Compliance Programs 

6. Contract Administration Payment Process 

Details of these sessions are included as Appendix A. Determining the effectiveness of this 

training was outside of the scope of this follow-up review. 

Class 6 in the learning path covers how contract terms and conditions relate to the payment 

process, roles and responsibilities, and a description of the payment process.  Class 6 is the 

class that most directly addresses the recommendation made in the January 2011 OIG report.  

Class 6 is a two-hour session.  

There is no individual in DGS specifically tasked with monitoring the training of DGS 

employees.  Employee Performance Plans include a section on training so that supervisors can 

address training as part of the annual performance plan and appraisal process.  

A n a l y s i s  
 

The OIG asked DGS for a list of contract administrators employed by DFM in 2011, so as to 

consider their subsequent training.  DGS was unable to provide this information.  As an 

alternative, the OIG constructed a list of all the employees who signed off on the paid invoices 

from the Contractor cited in the 2011 report.  Our list included seven individuals.  Of these 

individuals, only one is still a DGS employee.3 Although that person is not a contract 

administrator, the individual’s current position requires contract administrator training.  The 

individual has not yet taken this training.4 However, the Director of Central Services informed 

us that the individual will be enrolled when the next schedule of learning path seminars is 

released in September 2014.  

Currently there are 36 DGS employees who function as contract administrators.  Looking at 

training from CY 2009 to May 2014, eight current contract administrators have taken the 

previous 5-day contract administrator training.  The current policy requires all those who did 

not take the 5-day training to take the new six-course learning path.  Of those 28 (36 minus 8) 

who did not take the 5-day training, 6 have taken at least one of the six courses and 4 of those 

have taken more than one.  None, however, have taken the Contract AdministrationPayment 

Process course 

                                                                    
3  Others have since retired, joined other County departments, or work outside the County. 
4  The individual has, however, taken other training during this period. 
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C o n c l u s i o n  
 

We conclude that our prior recommendation to DGS to train its contract administrators has 

been met in small part.  However, much remains to be done.   
 

F i n d i n g s  &  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  
 

Our OIG report dated January 2011 recommended “…the Director of DGS provide training to 

all DGS CAs ….  to ensure that the CAs are knowledgeable and hold contractors accountable to 

the terms and conditions of the contracts they administer, with an emphasis on the receipt and 

review of critical supporting documentation needed to properly approve invoices for 

payment.”  

While six of the 28 DGS employees who function as contract administrators (and did not take 

the previous 5-day training) have taken at least one of the Contract Administrator Learning 

Path courses, none of them have taken the Contract Administration Payment Process course.  

Even though this course is only two hours in length, it seems most likely to address our 

recommendation and concern (See Appendix A).  This course was offered twice in 2014: March 

6 and April 10.   

We recognize that contract administrators who must take the Learning Path have five years 

after taking the first course to complete the entire Learning Path.  However, training of only 6 

contract administrators out of 28 in a full year of Learning Path training availability (courses 

were offered from October 29, 2013 to June 17, 2014) does not demonstrate a commitment to 

training contract administrators.   

Those who function as contract administrators fill a very important role at the County.  Any 

misunderstanding of contract terms and requirements can quickly generate losses of County 

funds, as our January 2011 report showed. 
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We recommend the Director of the Department of General Services (DGS):  

 require each DGS employee functioning as a contract administrator to address 

Learning Path training in his/her annual Employee Performance Plan. 

 require each of these employees to take at least one Learning Path course every 

year in the 5 year period, and that this performance metric be part of every annual 

Performance Evaluation.   

 evaluate the effectiveness of the Contract Administrator Learning Path training in 

FY 2015.  This could consist of, among other things, a review of student course 

evaluation forms. 
 

S u m m a r y  o f  t h e   
C h i e f  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  O f f i c e r ’ s  R e s p o n s e  

 

The response from the Montgomery County Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) to the final 

draft report is included in its entirety in Appendix B.  The CAO indicated that the following 

actions will be taken in response to our recommendations: 

 The CAO agreed to require Department of General Services (DGS) Division Chiefs 

to assure that all staff involved with contracts or processing of invoices address 

Learning Path training in each employee's Performance Plan, 

 The CAO agreed to require all DGS Division Chiefs to ensure that all staff involved 

with contracts or processing of invoices attend Learning Path courses.  The CAO 

noted that due to unscheduled facility and county-wide operational needs, and 

on-going staffing shortages, DGS worked with the Office of Human Resources 

(OHR) to schedule special sessions for DGS staff to supplement the training 

classes that are only offered several times a year.  The CAO reported that a first 

session on Payment Processing has been completed, and a second training 

session has been scheduled for October, and 

 The CAO agreed to evaluate the effectiveness of the Contract Administrator 

Learning Path training in FY 2015 through the use of OHR's Division of Training 

course evaluations. 

The CAO’s response did not cause us to alter our findings or recommendations. 

 



 

Implementation of Recommendations for Page | 7  
Procurement and Payment Training 

Append ix  A :  Desc r ip t ion  o f  Con t rac t  
Admin is t ra to r  Learn ing  Pa th  
Courses  

1. Overview of Contract Administration 

 Enhance knowledge of Montgomery County procurement regulations, policies, and 

procedures; contract administrator processes; and provisions of the County Charter and Code 

 Common procedures and problems that impact the procurement process 

 Procurement team member roles and responsibilities 

2. Contract Drafting 

 Legal authority that governs drafting 

 Insight into County required processes leading to contract execution 

 Methods of solicitation and source selection within the County  

 Reasons a vendor may be excluded from contract award eligibility 

 Requirements to form a valid contract 

 The required “General Conditions of Contract between County & Contractor” and other 

necessary provisions 

 Public policy requirements impacting procurement contracts 

 Using plain English in drafting contracts 

 The principles and processes associated with contract administration in Montgomery County 

Government 

3. Contract Negotiation 

 “Negotiation” principles defined and applied, as part of contract drafting, implementation, 

and enforcement processes 

 Important negotiation steps 

 Communication factors in the negotiation process 

 Optimizing success/getting past restraints in the contract negotiation process 

 Negotiation range 

 Address the concepts of value, fairness, and reasonableness in negotiations  



Appendix A:  Description of Contract Administrator  
Learning Path Courses  
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4. How to Contract with Grant Funding 

 Relevant procurement regulations 

 Overview of types of Federal, State, Regional and foundation grants that can fund and/or 

authorize County contracts 

 How County Council designates non-competitive contracts 

 Criteria and process to add/delete/amend items to non-competitive contract award list 

 Roles and responsibilities of contract administrator, procurement, grantee/vendor, and 

various granting authorities 

5. Contract Compliance Programs 

 Contract compliance laws/regulations/mandates the County has and which ones apply to a 

contract 

 Process of each contract compliance program, such as its workflow, exemption categories, 

and how to request waivers/exemptions 

 Where to find resources for the programs: laws, regulations, criteria, search engines, etc.  

 Whom to contact when issues arise  

6. Contract Administration Payment Process 

 How contract terms and conditions relate to the payment process 

 Roles and responsibilities  

 The payment process 
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Append ix  B :  Chief Administrative Officer’s 
Response 
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Append ix  C :  2011  Rev iew by  the  O f f i ce  o f  
t he  Inspec to r  Genera l   
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